
Taught by: Geshe Ngawang Samten Basic Program
Interpreted by: Voula Zarpani Engaging in the Bodhisattva Deeds, Chapter 9
Teaching No.: 9 Date: 9th May, 2019

00:00:00 {TIBETAN} 00:00:18

Begin by adjusting your motivation, thinking that you are here on this occasion to receive the most profound 
Mahayana teachings according to the instructions of all the great lamas of this tradition, in order to reach the state
of enlightenment in order to benefit all mother sentient beings. With this thought, please adjust your motivation 
for listening.

Is there a question?

Student: You know how the Mind-only school, they assert the self-knower. Can you explain the two fallacies that 
they talk about if there wasn't a self-knower?
00:00:40 {TIBETAN} 00:02:06

For the Mind-only school the main fallacy that would follow is that if you didn't have self-knowers you wouldn't 
have memory because, for them, memory is sort of like the aftermath of self-knower, or it's what follows because 
you have a self-knower. They say, in order to experience the object, and therefore to remember the object, you 
must have the awareness engaging the object, but then you must have the self-knower that will experience the 
awareness that is holding the object, so that you could have a memory saying 'I experienced that particular 
object.' In terms of experience or experiencers there is the other-experiencer and self-experiencer. With their 
logic, they have a particular logic and reasoning, they completely negate the idea of an other-experiencer, and that
only leaves one possibility, which is the possibility of the self-experiencer. Self-experiencer, here, indicates that 
you have awareness that is experiencing or is aware of awareness, so it knows itself, it experiences itself.
00:03:34 {TIBETAN} 00:04:31

They say, the reason why you need to have self-knower or self-experiencer is because without it, you would not 
have memory of the subject, you would not have memory of awareness. This is what they say. But actually, the 
real reason why they have to posit this self-knower is because they posit awareness as being truly established. If 
you want something which is truly established you must have some valid awareness that validates that, realises 
that. For example, in the case of the object we say, 'how do you know the object exists?' And you say 'I know the 
object exists because there is valid awareness that realises the object.' And if you have an awareness realising it, it
means it exists. So, they say that awareness is truly established. And if anyone asks, how do you know? They say 
'because there is valid awareness which realises and experiences awareness as being truly established. And this is 
the self-knower.' This is the real reason why they posit the self-knower.
00:05:50 {TIBETAN} 00:08:05

The whole issue here is about the object that is assessed and the valid awareness that is realising this. Because 
they posit the object to be assessed to be truly established, actually there is no way that they can posit that object 
and the subject are cases of dependent origination, or that they are posited in relation to each other. If one of the 
two is truly established, then that's it, it's the end of being established by mutually depending upon each other. So,
they say awareness is truly established, and then you need to have another type of valid awareness that will 
validate this, that will witness this. And this is the self-knower. And then they say 'by the way, since we're talking 
here about the self-knower we will also explain why it is not possible to have the other-knower or the other-
experiencer.' They use two reasons for that. The first reasoning is that you would need to have an infinite regress, 
meaning infinite numbers of subsequent moments of a valid awareness, each one validating the other, which they 
say is pointless. You just need a self-knower, and you establish what you need to establish. The second fault is 
that each one of those subsequent moments of awareness would have to abandon its own object, and instead start 
focusing on another moment of awareness. So if we are dealing with the simple example of sense awareness that 
is holding blue, the second moment of sense awareness holding blue, now it will have to stop holding blue--
which is supposed to be its object because it's 'awareness holding blue,' but instead it would have to pay attention 
and validate the first moment, to say the first moment actually did this and that, and then the third moment of 
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holding blue again would have to abandon its object and instead focus on the second moment of awareness 
holding blue, which by now is not holding blue anymore because it's holding awareness. So the third one, also, 
would have to abandon its object, not engage its real object, and then start validating or realising what the 
previous moment is holding or doing or realising, and so forth. So, they say, due to these two faults we're using 
this as a logic that, for us, negates the existence of other-knower. Therefore, they say, there's only one possibility, 
this is the self-knower, and it does what it's supposed to do.

Geshe la: Have you go your answer?

Student: Yes, thank you Geshe la.
00:11:10 {TIBETAN} 00:13:13

Master Nagarjuna, in The Root of Wisdom, is saying that this self-knower that you posit is posited without relying
upon the object to be assessed. It is a type of awareness whose only object is awareness, it cannot have another 
object other than awareness, and it only comprehends this through subsidence of duality. So, the Root of Wisdom 
says, this type of self-knower that you posit, this valid awareness that you posit, you posit it as something that 
does not rely on causes and conditions. This is the fallacy.
00:14:09 {TIBETAN} 00:14:56

The thing is, when you have valid awareness, valid awareness must realise the object and we must find certainty 
in terms of the object, whether the object is manifest, whether it is hidden, and so forth. When you say that you 
have valid awareness it means it has realised, it really has found certainty. But to find that certainty it must rely 
on the object. So, it finds the certainty of this object by relying on this object. This is the objection that master 
Nagarjuna says. He says, here you're talking about valid awareness that does not rely upon the object that is to be 
assessed, it does everything by itself. There's a little bit of a play on words here. You have the self-knower, and it 
says it does not rely on anything else, it does everything by itself, that type of valid awareness.
00:15:54 {TIBETAN} 00:16:01

He says if you are going to posit valid awareness that does not rely upon the object that must be assessed, then 
you are positing valid awareness that does not rely upon any causes and conditions, so that's a wrong conclusion, 
that's inappropriate.
00:16:19 {TIBETAN} 00:16:58

The way that Master Nagarjuna expresses that, he says we have valid awareness through merely establishing the 
assessed object. The reason why he is adding this word, the "merely" or "only," is because he is excluding the 
idea of the self-knower. So he's saying, the only way to have valid awareness is only/merely through depending 
upon the object to the assessed.
00:17:41 {TIBETAN} 00:18:02

In terms of valid awareness or valid cognition we have two types. We have the (1) direct valid awareness and the 
(2) inferential valid awareness. The reason for that is because we have two types of objects to be assessed. We 
have the (1) manifest, or the obvious, and we have the (2) hidden. For the obvious it's going to be direct valid 
awareness. For the hidden it's going to be inferential valid awareness.
00:18:34 {TIBETAN} 00:19:38

The thing with valid awareness is that valid awareness has to assess this object. We say, if the object is something
which is obvious/manifest it will directly assess/engage the obvious aspect of that object. If the object is non-
manifest/hidden it will have to assess the object through inference. As you can see, actually it has to engage, it 
has to look at the aspect of the object, it has to figure out the object in another way, so it has to rely on the object, 
whereas the Mind-only talks about a self-knower that is established as awareness that does not rely on the 
assessed object. Why? Because it's only object is awareness. It can only understand awareness.
00:20:39 {TIBETAN} 00:20:58

In brief, the position is that you do not need another awareness in addition to the awareness establishes the object.
Whan you have awareness that establishes the object, this awareness itself also establishes awareness of the 
subject.
00:21:24 {TIBETAN} 00:21:51
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To give you a specific example, you have the object that is the colour blue, how do you establish that you have 
the object? You have some awareness that comprehends blue, awareness holding blue, so you establish the object 
through the awareness holding that object. Then you don't need an additional awareness apart from that, such as a
self-knower, in order to establish that you have awareness holding blue. As soon as you establish the object you 
have established that awareness that is holding the object, so object and subject are established simultaneously by
depending upon each other. You don't need an additional awareness to tell you that you have awareness of blue. 

Okay, we continue.
00:22:52 {TIBETAN} 00:26:38

We were looking at verse 23 last week and we had this example of the marmot, it is asleep and is bitten by 
something, and the poison enters the body. This comes here as an argument against self-knower. In the literature 
we have two different presentations. One according to Master Shantideva in Bodhisattva's Way of Life, and this is 
the one with the example of the sleeping marmot and what happens to it. The other one is by Master Chandrakirti 
in Entering the Middle Way. There are two slightly different approaches to the response that negates the self-
knower. We started examining this example. There is quite a lot happening in the example. You have this marmot 
that in winter is asleep, it has this deep sleep. Now, this sleepiness is a type of feeling because it is a feeling it is 
experienced. So it is experiencing the lethargy or it experiences the sleep. Once it is asleep it is bitten by some 
other animal and poison enters its body. Although it experiences the state of lethargy it does not experience the 
poison entering its body. 

This is something that happens to us as well. You could be bitten by an animal and you experience the bite, and 
the moment you are bitten, actually poison or some bacteria or some virus enters your body. So, although the 
poison has entered our body, actually we don't experience. It is often like that.  

This is what is happening to that animal that is hibernating. It has the feeling of the lethargy, it experiences that, 
but it does not experience the poison entering its body. Then comes spring, and at springtime there is all the 
thundering and the rain that comes with it, so the loud noise of the thunder awakes the animal. As the animal 
wakes up it has a double memory. First of all, it remembers, “I was asleep.” Now it's awake, suddenly thinking 
"I'm awake! I was asleep." Also it sees that a part of its body has been swollen where the poison entered, and the 
second memory it has is "poison has entered my body." 

The question here is why does it have a double memory? It remembers being asleep, because lethargy is a 
feeling, and it experienced that, but it didn't experience being poisoned. So why does it remember that when it 
wakes up? Why does it remember the poison having entered its body? The reason for that is because of the 
connection between the object and the subject. If you look at it through a different example, the example of 
seeing blue, you have blue and you see blue. You cannot have awareness or subject unless you have the object. If 
you have the object you are going to have the subject. If you have the blue you will have awareness realising 
blue, and at this point you will remember two things. You will remember (1) “blue”, and as soon as you 
remember blue you will say (2) "I have seen blue." So you don't need another type of awareness to remind you 
that you have seen blue. Immediately you realise "I have seen blue, that's why I remember blue. I would not be 
remembering blue if I had not seen blue." The object and the subject come together because they depend upon 
each other. It is like this. The marmot would also remember two things. "I was asleep, and poison entered my 
system."
00:31:49 {TIBETAN} 00:32:23

As we say, it remembers two things. It remembers "I was in deep sleep" or had that period of lethargy. And 
"while I was lethargic poison entered my body." Anyway, there are five points to look at in this example, and 
hopefully it will make it clear.
00:32:49 {TIBETAN} 00:33:47

We say that in this story we have five examples, and five actual things that the examples represent. You can look 
at the commentary, Gyaltsap Je's commentary enumerates those five, and they are quite clear: 

1. "The fogginess of the marmot is similar to the experience of the object by the apprehension of blue." 
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The fogginess of the marmot, as we say, fogginess, is a feeling. That animal has an experience of lethargy, an 
experience of sleep. We emphasise, here, the word experience. Lethargy, here, is something that it experiences. 
This represents or is an example that is similar to the experience of the object by the apprehension of blue. You 
have blue and you have awareness experiencing/apprehending blue, so there is similarity in terms of experience: 
the experience of lethargy and the experience of the colour blue.
00:35:05 {TIBETAN} 00:35:47

2. "Being poisoned at the time of being foggy is like the experience of the object-possessor at the time of 
holding the object."

We have two things happening at once. The poison enters its body at the time of being foggy, so two things are 
happening at once. It is in lethargy, is asleep, and the poison enters its body. It says that this is like the experience 
of the object possessor at the time of holding the object. It's telling you two things are happening simultaneously. 
You have the (1) object and the (2) object possessor. Actually, you cannot have object possessor at another time, 
it has to happen at the time that the object is there. And similarly, the object has to be there at the time of the 
object possessor, otherwise it would not be the object of the object possessor. These two things are happening 
simultaneously.
00:36:54 {TIBETAN} 00:37:33

3. "That the object-possessor does not experience itself at this time is like the non-experience of poison at
the time of being foggy."

What is happening to that animal? It has the experience of fogginess but it does not experience the poison 
entering its body. And what is happening here? We say that this is similar to the object possessor not experiencing
something. What does it not experience? It does not experience itself. So that thing that the Mind-only says, that 
you have a self-knower that experiences itself, we say it does not experience itself, it's like this marmot that once 
it is asleep does not experience the poison entering.
00:38:26 {TIBETAN} 00:38:37

4. "Subsequently remembering the fogginess is like remembering the object." 

Subsequently, meaning when it wakes up, when it's awakened later on it will remember the fogginess. This is like
the object possessor remembering the object.
00:38:59 {TIBETAN} 00:39:33

5. "The memory of the object-possessor through the memory of the object, along with the object-
possessor not having experienced itself earlier, is like the memory of the poison through the power of 
merely remembering being foggy, and without having experienced being poisoned at the time."

It says when it wakes up it has the memory of the poison. It's not a direct memory, it's a memory that is induced, 
through the power of something else. It is a memory that is induced through the power of merely remembering 
being foggy. Without having experienced being poisoned at the time it's not a direct memory, it did not 
experience it at the time, but when it wakes up, because it remembers being foggy through the power of that 
memory, it also remembers that poison enters its body. So that is similar to--we go now to the beginning of the 
sentence, "the memory of the object-possessor through the memory of the object." Along with the object 
possessor not having experienced itself earlier the object possessor does not have to experience itself, it doesn't 
have to be a self-knower. Merely through the power of remembering the object you establish that you have an 
object possessor.
00:41:23 {TIBETAN} 00:42:31

In the case of seeing blue we need to have two memories. One is the memory of the object, one is the memory of 
the subject. When you remember seeing blue this is a memory of the object. The object is blue, and on the basis 
of that, the next thing that you say is "I saw blue." When you say "I saw blue," this is the memory of the subject. 
It's not the memory of the object. There is no way that you can have the memory of the object without having the 
memory of the subject because the blue is seen by whom? The blue has to be seen by some subject, some object-
possessor. It's the object, it has to be possessed by an object-possessor. So you cannot have the memory of the 
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object without having the memory of the subject, and this is because there is such a close connection between the 
object and the subject, they just depend upon each other.
00:43:44 {TIBETAN} 00:45:04

You can see here, it says "the memory of the object possessor through the memory of the object, along with the 
object possessor not having experienced itself earlier." We explain it through the example of 
holding/understanding/seeing blue. First of all, through having the memory of the object, seeing blue, you will 
have the memory of the subject that will say "I saw blue." And you don't need to rely on some other type of 
awareness in order to have that memory that says "I saw blue." All you have to remember is seeing blue and then 
you know that you saw the blue. It says "the reasoning to establish memory without self-knower appears to me as 
having been composed by a fully qualified scholar, and as excellent." He's referring here to the presentation that 
we have according to Bodhisattvas Way of Life by Master Shantideva.
00:46:14 {TIBETAN} 00:47:20

We say that the thought "I saw blue" is actually the memory of the object possessor, and at that point it is very 
interesting because we say "I saw blue" whereas in reality it is awareness that has seen blue. But because it is my 
awareness I'm going to say "I saw blue." It's similar to knowing a particular object. You don't know it, your mind 
has realised it, but because it is your mind you say "I know this." The mind, some type of awareness has realised 
this object, and then we have this convention where we say "I know this object" or "I saw blue." It's the same 
thing with when your arm is aching. You say "I am in pain." It's your arm, but because it's your arm you say "I 
am in pain."
00:48:24 {TIBETAN} 00:48:45

In The Bodhisattva's Way of Life we have this particular example. It is an example to show that even though there
is no self-knower, you have the memory of the object possessor by means/force of having the memory of the 
object. By remembering the object you know/remember the object possessor. Entering the Middle Way by Master
Chandrakirti has a slightly different presentation.
00:49:21 {TIBETAN} 00:51:00

There's a particular verse in Entering the Middle Way regarding the subject that we have presented. We will not 
go into the verse, we will just go into its meaning. It says, even though there is no self-knower, it makes sense, 
and it is reasonable to say that you have the memory that says "I saw blue previously." Why? Because, it says, 
having seen the colour blue before, you have the awareness holding blue, and at that point you generate the 
thought "I saw blue." That indicates that one single mind is the one that is having memory of two things. Memory
of the object which is the colour blue, and memory of the subject which is "I saw blue, my awareness saw blue." 
Simultaneously, two together.
00:52:06 {TIBETAN} 00:52:20

Why can you have both of them together? It is because seeing blue is the memory of the object and "I saw blue" 
is the memory of the subject.
00:52:37 {TIBETAN} 00:54:11

How is it possible to have this? It's possible to have this because you have the awareness experiencing blue that 
happens at an earlier time. It happens first, you could say. You have the experience of blue. "Experience of blue" 
means you have awareness that comprehends or is holding blue, and then later on you have the memory of that 
awareness holding blue. And that is possible because the object is the same blue. So later on, you say "I saw 
blue."
00:54:55 {TIBETAN} 00:56:38

The main difference, here, in the position of Master Chandrakirti is that Master Chandrakirti says that when you 
have awareness holding blue, there are two things that it realises. It realises blue, because it is holding blue, and 
through the force of that, implicitly it also realises awareness holding blue. And that is the difference from the 
previous position that we had in Bodhisattva's Way of Life because in Bodhisattva's Way of Life we said that 
although at the time of being asleep it does not remember the poison entering its body, later on, through 
remembering fogginess it will remember that poison entered its body. But Master Chandrakirti says there are two 
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things happening. You have one awareness holding blue directly. It remembers/comprehends blue, and through 
the power of that, implicitly, it comprehends itself. But it is not posited as self-knower.
00:58:02 {TIBETAN} 00:59:27

This also is something that we say happens to every type of awareness, even to wrong awareness. It's interesting 
to see what the implications are in terms of wrong awareness, because we have a unique position of the Middle 
Way Consequence school, because the Middle Way Consequence school says any type of awareness, wrong, 
mistaken, confused, whatever, any type of awareness is posited as valid with respect to its appearing object. 
When you have wrong awareness, the object actually does not exist. But the appearance of that object, for that 
mistaken awareness, is correct for that awareness. That awareness is valid in terms of the appearance of this 
object. Does that make it valid awareness? No, because the object does not exist. But in terms of what appears to 
it, it is valid for that.
01:00:45 {TIBETAN} 01:01:12

Wrong awareness is awareness. And what is the nature of awareness? It is clear and it is knowing. So even wrong
awareness is clear and knowing with respect to its object. Obviously they are different objects, the appearing 
object, the assessed object, and so forth. But that object clearly appears to it, and it knows/comprehends it.
01:01:40 {TIBETAN} 01:02:58

In dGongs pa Rab gSal that is a commentary to Chandrakirti's Entering the Middle Way there is a sentence that 
says, when you have awareness holding blue who is going to tell you that that thing exists? How do you know 
that this thing exists? In the system of others--here he refers to the Mind-only, you need to have the self-knower 
in order to give you that information, to validate that you have awareness holding blue. But, it says, actually you 
do not need that, that awareness holding blue will be realised by the valid awareness that comprehends blue 
without needing another type of awareness to do it.
01:03:54 {TIBETAN} 01:04:06

Then he generalises this and says, for any type of valid awareness it is exactly like this. By establishing the object
that is assessed, merely by that, through the force of that, you establish that awareness is a valid awareness 
holding that object.
01:04:30 {TIBETAN} 01:04:41

Maybe that's enough for this subject, and we can move into the next verse.
01:04:47 {TIBETAN} 01:06:22

No we're not moving onto another subject! we are staying here [laughter]. It is like this, the Mind-only school 
says if you examine, and if you analyse, you will find that awareness is truly established. If they say ‘if you 
examine and you analyse you will find such and such’, it means that someone is the examiner, someone is out 
there analysing. Who is this examiner that will give you this information that awareness truly exists? For them 
this self-knower is the one who examines. They find that thing and then they tell you, awareness truly exists. We 
say that thing actually does not stand for us, we're not going to accept it. Remember that verse that, we covered it 
in the beginning, you are positing valid awareness without relying on the assessed object. It examines, it analyses,
it finds things without relying at all on the assessed object. How could that be?
01:07:36 {TIBETAN} 01:07:55

We move on to the next verse, verse 24. It comes under the outline "Refuting Other Reasons Used to Establish a 
Self-Knower" 

If, ‘It can illuminate itself because
That endowed with other conditions can see.’
By applying the formulated eye balm,
The vase is seen, but not the eye balm. [24]

01:08:24 {TIBETAN} 01:09:34

The first few lines are argument. You can see it's in quotation marks, it's an argument. "It can illuminate itself 
because that endowed with other conditions can see." What are these "other conditions" they are referring to? 
These other conditions are having obtained clairvoyance, having established calm abiding from where you get 
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higher perception such as, for example, clairvoyance. With clairvoyance and the other types of higher perceptions
you can actually see, hear and so on, you can perceive things that are removed from yourself, other things that are
very far away in time and distance. An example of that is you can see the mind of others, typical clairvoyance, 
you can see what others are thinking. It says "endowed with these conditions" which are special powers you "can 
see" what is far away from you, you can see the mind of others. If you can see what is away from you, wouldn't 
you be able to see your own mind that is so close to you? There it is, you have self-knower, you know your own 
mind. If you can see the mind of others wouldn't you know your own mind? Argument for self-knower!
01:10:52 {TIBETAN} 01:11:09

So to give an example:  you can see a needle that is so far away from you. You have really good eyesight, but you
cannot see the mountain, that it is right next to you? Of course you'd be able to see what's next to you.
01:11:25 {TIBETAN} 01:11:34

Our response: by applying the formulated eye balm the vase is seen, but not the eye balm.
01:11:44 {TIBETAN} 01:13:12

This is our response, because they say, if you see what is far away, definitely you're going to see what is near to 
you. We say no, there's no pervasion. The fact that you can see something which is far away does not mean you 
can see what is right on you. We come here with this example of the eye balm. It says it is formulated. It's a 
particular substance that you will apply to your eyes, but it has been enhanced through mantra. Because it has 
been enhanced through mantra, when you put that special substance on your eyes you can see a very long 
distance deep into the earth. It says you can see the vase. The vase here indicates you can see a vase filled with 
treasures. So, you apply this eye balm and you can see many kilometres under the surface of the earth, but you 
cannot see the eye balm that is right on your eyes. That's what it says. You can see far away, it doesn't mean you 
can see what's right on your eyes.
01:14:22 {TIBETAN} 01:15:30

We continue with the next verse, verse 25, "Refuting That Other-Knowers Would Be Impossible If There Were No 
Self-Knower". That is a position of the Mind-only school. The Mind-only school is really insisting on the 
existence of the self-knower. The self-knower, they say, is absolutely important, and if you didn't have self-
knower you wouldn't have other-knower either. Remember their position. They say that you have (1) blue, you 
have (2) awareness holding blue, and then you have the (3) self-knower of awareness holding blue. And these 
things have to occur simultaneously. So if you didn't have the self-knower you wouldn't have the awareness 
holding blue. It says then you wouldn't have any memory, then you wouldn't be able to say "I saw, I heard, I 
experienced this." The response to that comes with verse 25:

Just as the consciousnesses of seeing and listening,
Are not to be refuted here,
That which becomes the cause of suffering,
The formulation of true existence, is to be refuted. [25]

01:16:50 {TIBETAN} 01:18:00

It says "just as the consciousness of seeing and listening are not to be refuted here." What is the position of the 
Middle Way Consequence School? The position of the Middle Way Consequence School is that conventionally 
the seeing by eye awareness, listening by ear awareness, comprehension by mental awareness, and so forth, these 
things conventionally exist. We're not refuting the existence of those things. However, if you do examine, if you 
do analyse, you will find that ultimately these things don't exist. Mind-only school says if you examine and 
analyse what you will find is that awareness is truly established, because you have self-knower. So, we say, we're 
not going to refute here that conventionally the eyes are seeing, and the ears are listening, and the mind is 
comprehending. What we want to refute is the cause of suffering that is this idea of true existence.
01:19:10 {TIBETAN} 01:21:16

That thing that happens here is that, for them, the Mind-only school, right now they say "we posit awareness as 
being truly established after having thoroughly examined/analysed. If you examine/analyse you will find that 
things are truly existent, otherwise you cannot posit them. Then they would not exist, and therefore, you would 
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not have seeing, listening, hearing, comprehending. All those things would become non-existent.” Our response 
is there's a difference between examining and not finding, and saying that for sure those things do not exist. 
Examining and not finding means you're examining out there, because we want to see how it exists. Does it exist 
from its own side or not? You examine in this way, and you say "I didn't find it existing from its own side," 
however that doesn't lead you to the conclusion that it definitely does not exist. These two things are different. So
examining and not finding, and having the certainty that that thing does not exist, is not the same.
01:22:48 {TIBETAN} 01:24:34

We don't have much time, but in brief, this whole argument of examining and not finding, and whether you're 
going to conclude or not that that thing exists or not, we have here the reason or the logic analysing the ultimate. 
When that logic analyses the ultimate and says "I didn't find those things," it doesn't mean that we posit those 
things are non-existent. Why? Because this particular type of awareness that analyses the ultimate has its own 
area of investigation, and it can tell you if it exists truly or if it does not exist truly. So it can tell you how it exists.
It doesn't tell you if it exists or not. It cannot give you that certainty that says you can exclude it from existing 
altogether, just because I didn't find it. 

When you have a different type of logic, the logic or the awareness that is investigating the conventional, if that 
thing tells you I look for it and I didn't find it, then you can say that thing, it does not exist. There are different 
areas. So not finding does not mean that you can exclude it from existing.
01:26:10 {TIBETAN} 01:26:14

We stop here for tonight.
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